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ABSTRACT 

This longitudinal study was conducted to develop and 
test the Career Path Model. This model was designed to help provide 
educators and policymakers with a sound basis for making decisions 
which enhance the retention of quality teachers and recognize the 
importance of job satisfaction in the extremely critical early years 
in the profession. Teacher education graduates of Iowa State 
University (N=41l) participated in the study by completing a survey 
instrument at two points , graduation and 1 year later; 369 of these 
teachers were mec^sured at an additional point, 5 years following 
graduation. Results suggest that employment plans at graduation were 
the strongest predictor of 5-year career paths; those who planned to 
teach at graduation were more likely to report that they were 
teaching 5 years later. The results of the study have key 
implications for teacher preparation and placement of program 
graduates: (1) it is likely that improving student teaching 
experience may enhance teacher retention; (2) assistance with 
placement of new teachers .^.s necessary to help them match career 
expectations with the right career; and (3) university-based programs 
for beginning teachers may also provide support and encouragement 
during the early crucial years. (LL) 
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TESTING A CIOIEER PATH MODEL FOR TEACHERS 



INTROOUCXION 

Beginning in the 19808, the teaching profeeeion haa come under cloae 
acrutiny, and many of the recommendationa that have been offered to improve 
the quality of education have been aimed at improving the quality of our 
nation's teaching force. Among the ieauea that have received considerable 
attention is the need to retain quality teachers. Much has been written on 
teacher shortagesi particularly in given areas, and on teacher quality. In 
general, if students are to learn more and learn better, these quality 
teachers must be retained in the profession. The early years of teaching 
are extremely critical in teacher satisfaction and retention. 

PURPOSE 

The overarching purpose of this research was to develop and test a 
longitudinal model to help educators understand why teacher education grad- 
uates enter or do not enter teaching and why teachers leave or remain in 
teaching through the early years following entry. This model, the Career 
Path Model, was designed to help provide educators and policy makers with a 
sound basis for making decisions to enhance the retention of quality 
teachers. 

THE CAREER PATH MODEL 

The development of the Career Path Model was guided by career choice 
and development theories, particularly those of Super (1957), Holland 
(1973) and Krumboltz (1976) (Figure 1). The model draws upon career choice 
and development theories, especially the work of Super (1980; 1957), and 
reflects his premises that (a) career development is dynamic, cumulative. 
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Personal and 
Background 
Characteristics 
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Career 
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Year 
Career Path 



(Five Years Following 
Graduation) 
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Preparation 






Program 
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Personal and 




Indlcaton of 


Background 




Career 


Characteristics 




Satisfaction 



Employment 
Factors 




Five Year 
Career Path 



Denotes Comparative Analysis 
Denotes Predictive Analysis 



Figure 1. Career Path Model as developed and presented in Janet C. Sweeney's dissertation (1987): "Development 
and testing of a longitudinal model designed to examine the factors that influence the career paths of Iowa State 
University teacher education graduates" 



and •volutionary, and (b) although individuals possasa tha potantial for 
auccass and satisfaction in a numbar of occupational caraar satisfaction ia 
datarminad by congruanca batwaan intarasts and abilitias raquirad in a par- 
ticular occupation and thoaa davalopad by tha individual. Tha continuad 
intaraction of personal and situational factors influences vocational pref- 
erences, choices, entry, and changes. 

Other theorists have also amphaaized tha importance of peraonal and 
situational factors in career deciaions. Baaed on Holland's Theory of 
Person-Environment Congruence and the work values identified by Super and 
Hall (1978), Chapman and Lowther (1982) developed a recursive conceptual 
model relating teacher personal characteristics, skills, abilities, values, 
professional achievement, and career satisfaction. Utilizing Krumboltz's 
Social Learning Theory of Career Decision Making, Chapman (1983) proposed a 
longitudinal model to explain teacher retention. In developing this model. 
Chapman suggested that: 

... to understand a teacher's decision to remain in or leave 
teaching, it is necessary to take into account (a) the personal 
characteristics of the teacher, (b) the nature of teacher train- 
ing and early teaching experience, (c) the degree to which the 
teacher is socially and professionally integrated into the 
teaching profession, (d) the satisfaction teachers derive from 
their career, and (a) the external environmental influences im- 
pinging on the teacher's career, (p.47) 

The Career Path Model is longitudinal, it includes three measurement 
points; graduation from preparation program (Time 1), one year following 
graduation (Time 2), and five years following graduation (Time 3). At each 
of the three measurement points, career Path Determinants are measured. 
These determinants consist of factors within the four major areas: 
Personal and Background Characteristica, Preparation Program Factors, 
Employment Factors, and Indicators of Career Satisfaction. 

3 6 




Thm research on t«ach«r rtttantion and aatisfaction providad tha 
rationala for tha apacific factora, or Caraar Path Datarminanta, includad 
in aach of tho four major araaa* Paraonal and Background Char actar let ics 
includad four Caraar Path Detarminanta; (1) gandar, (2) marital atatua, 
(3) aocio-aconomic atatua of parantal family, and (4) acadamic ability/ 
achiavamant* Tha Caraar Path Datarminanta includad in Preparation Program 
Factora wara (1) atudant taaching, (2) parformanca, (3) aanaa of efficacy, 
and (4) parcaivad quality of preparation program* Employment Factora were 
compriaed of aix Career Path Determinants: (1) aalary, <2) employment 
expectationa, (3) employment reality, (4) employment diaaonance, (5) aize 
of employment community, and (6) teaching level* Indicatora of Career 
Satisfaction included four Career Path Determinants: (1) chooaing teaching 
again as a career, (2) job satiafaction, (3) aatiafaction with atudent 
teaching, and (4) intention to teach. (Refer to Tablea lA through 4A in 
the Appendix for empirical measures of these constructs*) 

The model allows for both predictive and comparative analysis. The 
solid arrows denote the causal relationships in the model; the dotted lines 
denote where differences between the Career Path Determinants of teacher 
education graduates who were following differing career paths can be exam- 
ined* 

PRELIMINARY TESTING OP THE lODEL 

In 1980, a comprehensive study was implemented to evaluate and 
improve the teacher preparation program at Iowa State University. This 
longitudinal study includes the collection of data from teacher education 
students and graduates at major points in their preparation and careers. 
Thr^e of these key data collections points include the semester of 
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graduation from tha programi ona yaar following graduationi and flvT* yaara 
following graduation. Thaaa data provlda information about thn attltudaa, 
compatanciaai personal charactariaticai and caraar paths of tha taachar 
education atudanta and graduates at various stages In their career develop- 
ment. These data were utilized in this research. 

The data from 1980 , 1981 , 1982 i and 1983 graduates have been used to 
test and develop the various aspects of the model. In these preliminary 
research efforts, the model was generally supported (Sweeney, 1987; 
Kumlung, 1989). For both of these studies and using two samples, the 
results of the discriminate analysis procedure Indicated that variables 
from all four major Career Path Model areas (Personal and Background Char- 
acteristics, Preparation Program Factors, Employment Factors, and Indica- 
tors of Career Satisfaction) contributed significantly to the prediction of 
One Year Career Path. Preparation Program Factors, Employment Factors, and 
Indicators of Career Satisfaction contributed significantly to the predic- 
tion of Five Year Career Path. The accuracy of prediction at one and five 
years was relatively high. The model waa most accurate In identifying 
those whose employment at one year (teach, not teach) matched their employ- 
ment plans of the previous year, and at ^Ive years, most accurate In Iden- 
tifying those who never taught and those x^ho entered and stayed In teach- 
ing. 

METHODS 

The present study tested the portions of the Career Path Model that 
predict One Year Career Path and Five Year Career Path. Testing of the One 
Year Career Path Model consisted of two analyses: replication and revised 
model testing. In the replication analysis, essentially the same variables 
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yimrm \xmmd as in thm 1987 and 1989 tsata. In tha raviaad modal taating, 
additional variablaa ralatad to parformanca and program quality wara 
includad aa Praparation Program Factora. In additioni gandar and taaching 
laval wara combinad and includad in tha analyaia aa dummy variablaa in the 
araa, Paraonal and Background Charactariatica. 

Taating of tha Fiva Yaar carear Path Modal conaiatad of ona analyaia. 
For tha moat part, thia analyaia includad tha aama variablaa that wara uaad 
in pravioua tasting of tha Fiva Yaar Caraar Path Modal i although aoma 
changaa wara mada on tha baaia of tha raaulta of tha pravioua taating of 
tha model. The most notable change waa combining gender and teaching level 
for incluaion aa dummy variables in the area of Personal and Background 
Characteristics • 

For all analyses presented in this paper i the number of variables 
used in the model teatings was reduced a priori. Based on theory and 
preliminary statistical analysis, some variables that were not likely to be 
useful in the prediction equations, such as those that had similar group 
means I were inter correlated, or were redundant, were eliminated. 

SAMPLE 

One Year Career Path , Data from 411 teacher education graduates of 
the 1986/1987 through 1988/1989 academic years were used to test the 
portion of the model that predicts One Year Career Path. This sample was 
used in both the replication and revised model testing analyses. Graduates 
who provided data for the study completed survey instruments both at gradu- 
ation and at one year following graduation. 

Five Year Career Path . The Five Year Career Path portion of the 
model was tested using data collected from 369 teacher education students 



who graduated during the 1982/1983 through 1984/1985 academic yaars* Those 
who were included in the saaiple used to test the Five Year Career Path com- 
pleted survey instruments at graduationi at one year following graduation, 
and at five years following graduation* 



DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

One Year Careey Path > In testing the portion of the model that 
predicts One Year Career Path, in both analyses the graduates were classi* 



fied into four groups 2 
Teaeh/Teach 



Teach/Not teach 



Not teach/Teach 



Those who reported at the time of graduation 
that they planned to enter teaching the aca-* 
demic year following graduation and did teach 
the academic year following graduation; 

Those who reported at the time of graduation 
that they planned to enter teaching the aca-* 
demic year following graduation, but did not 
teach the academic year following graduation; 

Those who reported at the time of graduation 
that they did not plan to enter teaching the 
academic year following graduation, but did 
teach the academic year following graduation; 

Those who reported at the time of graduation 
that they did not plan to enter teaching the 
academic year following graduation and did 
not teach the academic year following gradua- 
tion* 



Presented in Table 1 is the number of graduates included in each of the One 
Year Career Path groups. 



Not teach/Not teach 
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Tabl« 1 

On« ]r««r Car««r P«tJ) Oroupa— >/r«gu«iicy DiMtribution ot Stunplm 



On* Yaar Caraar Valid 
Path Group Numbar parcant 



Taach/Taach 


257 


62. S 


Taach/Not teach 


75 


18.2 


Not taach/Taach 


27 


6.6 


Not taach/Not teach 


52 


12.7 


Total 


411 


100.0 



Five Year Career Path , Five Year Career Path wae analyzed by 
classifying the teacher education graduates into four groups on the basis 
of their employment history for the five years since graduating from the 
preparation program: 



Jjlntered and left 



Entered and staved 



Taught intermittently 



Never taught 



Those who entered teaching the first year 
following graduationi left before five years, 
and did not reenter; 

Those who entered teaching either the first, 
secondi or third year following graduation 
and continued to teach through five years; 

Those who either entered, left, and reentered 
teaching during the five years or those who 
entered the fourth or fifth year and contin- 
ued to teach through five years; 

Those who never taught during the five years 
following graduation. 



The frequency distribution of graduates included in each of the four Five 
Year Career Path groups is presented in Table 2. 
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Tabltt 2 

riv« y««r carter PMth oroupi— frt^utncy Diatribution of SMipl9 



Onm y«ar Carsar 

Path Group 


Numbar 


V«l id 

▼ •A AH 

Parcant 


Navar taught 


# / 


20 a 


Entarad and left 


62 


16.8 


Entarad and at ay ad 


180 


48.9 


Taught intarmittantly 


49 


13.3 


Not apacifiad 


1 


**** 


Total 


369 


100.0 



DATA ANALYSIS 

Both One Year and Five Year Career Path hodela were tested using 
discriminant analysis procedures. A step'wise procedure (Wilks') was used 
in which the variables selected for analysis were allowed to enter one at a 
time, with an F to enter > 1.0 and an F to remove $. 1*0> 

The primary focua for testing One Vaar Career Path was to determine 
the accuracy of the model through analysis of the replication and revised 
models, while the analysis of Five Year Career Path consisted of examining 
the characteristics of four career path groups. Therefore # the presenta- 
tion of results for the two main analyses differs slightly. The analyses 
will be summarized separately at the end of each section. 

RESULTS OP ONE YEAR CAREER PATH ANALYSIS 

Initial testing of the One Year Career Path Model was done with a 
sample of 246 Spring 1980 and 1980/1981 academic year ISU teacher education 
graduates. The replication sample, which consisted of 411 graduates from 
1986/1987 through 1988/1989, was used to determine the accuracy of the 
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prediction model that was developed in the initial testing. The same sam- 
ple of 411 graduates was used in the revised model testing to determine 
whether the accuracy of prediction would be improved through the inclusion 
of additional variables in the analysis. 

REPLICATION ANALYSIS 

In the initial testing, ten variables were included in the equation 
to predict One Year Career Path. In the replication analysis, nine 
variables remained in the equation at the conclusion of the analysis, with 
six of these the same as those included in the initial testing. 

The prediction equation in both the initial and replication analyses 
included variables from the four major Career Path Model areas of Personal 
and Background Characteristics, Preparation Program Factors, Employment 
Factors, and Indicators of Career Satisfaction. 

Based on the classification tables obtained as part of the discrimi- 
nant analysis outputs, in the initial model testing, 70.92 percent of the 
teacher education graduates were correctly classified, while in the repli- 
cation analysis, 64.91 percent of all cases were correctly classified. In 
both analyses, the correct group classification was greatest for those 
whose actual employment at one year matched their employment plans at the 
time of graduation and least for those whose actual employment did not 
match their plans. In the initial testing, the percentage of teacher 
education graduates correctly classified exceeded the prior probabilities 
of correct classification for all four groups. In the replication testing, 
the percentage of graduates who were correctly classified exceeded the 
prior probabilities in three of the four groups. The group for which 
classification did not exceed prior probabilities was the teach/not teach 
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group. Satisfaction with studant taaching was tha strongast pradictor of 
Ona Yaar Caraar Path in both analyaaa* 

REVISED MODEL TESTING 

In tha raviaad modal taating, 20 variablaa wara includad in tha 
discriminant analysis procadura usad to pradict Ona Yaar Caraar Path. The 
tan variablaa remaining at tha conclusion of tha diacriminant analysis 
determined the three functiona that were derived from the analysis. These . 
ten variables, the step at which each entered the analysis, the Wilks" 
Lrimbda value and aignificance of each, and the atandardized diacriminant 
function coefficient, which indicates the extent to which each variable 
contributed to the discriminatory efficiency of each of the three func- 
tions, are presented in Table 3. The strongest predictor of One Year 
Career Path was satisfaction with the student teaching experience. 

The group centroida, which are presented in Table 4, represent the 
most typical position for each group and explain which groups differ on a 
function. Group differences are further explained by the item-to-function 
correlation (see Table lA in the Appendix) and the group means and standard 
deviations of each independent variable (see Table 2A in the Appendix). 

Examination of the group centroids on the first function reveals that 
this function primarily differentiated between those who planned to teach 
and did teach (teach/ teach) and those who neither planned to teach nor 
taught (not teach/not teach) the first year following graduation from the 
preparation program. The second function in general differentiated between 
those who did not follow their intended career paths (teach/not teach and 
not teach/teach) and those who did (teach/teach and not teach/not teach). 
On the third function, primary discrimination was between those who planned 
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Table 3 

Discriminant Analysis of One Year Career Path Groups — Summary Table of Variables Remaining at Conclusion of 
Analysis 

Standardized discriminant 
step Wilks' function coefficients 

entered lambda at 

Variablea into conclusion Signif** Function Function Function 

(measurement time) analysis of analysis icance 12 3 

Satisfaction with student 1 0.84 .00 0.93 0.17 0.35 

teaching 

Secondary female 2 0.81 .00 0.00 0.81 0.39 

Perceived adequacy of pre- 
paration in planning and 3 0.79 .00 -0.31 0.27 0.70 
delivering instruction 

CPA (combined admission 4 0.77 .00 0.04 -0.58 0.42 

and graduation) 

Elementary female 5 0.75 .00 0.30 0.44 -0.01 

Marital status 6 0.73 .00 -0.26 0.17 -0.30 

Perceived adequacy of preparation 7 0.72 .00 -0.08 -0.40 0.19 

in preparing and using instruc- 
tional iiedia 

Satisfaction with coop- 8 0.71 .00 -0.20 -0.33 -0.18 

erating teacher 

Choose teaching again 9 0.71 .00 -0.13 0.31 0.30 

Employment expectations for oppor- 10 0.70 .00 0.15 0.12 -0.38 

tunities to use special abilities 
and aptitudes 
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Tablo 4 

DiMcriminMnt AnalyMiM of Onm Ymar CMrm^r P^th GroupB-^-^CMnonical 
DiBcrimiriMt /unctions £vaiuat«d at Oroup /faana 



Group Cantroidi 



Group 


1 


Function 
2 


Function 
3 


Teach/Teach 


0.29 


-0.13 


0.05 


Teach/Not teach 


-0.00 


0.34 


-0.31 


Not teach/Teach 


-0.41 


0.83 


0.42 


Not teach/Not teach 


-1.32 


-0.31 


-0.02 



to teach and did not (teach/not teach) and those who did not plan to teach 
and did (not teach/teach). 

The results of the classification analysis are presented in Table 5* 
The prior probabilities of correct classification ranged from 6*8 percent 
to 63*0 percent • Overall, 65*24 percent of the teacher education graduates 
were correctly classified* The functions were most accurate in identifying 
those whose actual employment at one year matched their employment plans at 
the time of graduation; 94.7 percent of those in the teach/teach group and 
38*3 percent of those in the not teach/not teach group were correctly 
classified, compared to 14.8 percent of those in the not teach/teach group 
and 1*4 percent of those in the teach/not teach group. 

In summary, the three functions yielded by ten of the 20 variables 
included in the discriminant anal/sis were able to discriminate between 
teacher education groups in different One Year Career Path groups* These 
ten variables included variables from each of the four major Career Path 
Model areas* It is important to note, however, that none of the perfor- 
mance variables was included in the prediction equation* The strongest 
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Table 5 

DiMcriminant Analyaia of ona Yaar caraar Path Gzoupa — Raaulta of Claaaifioation Knalyaia 





Prior 
Probability^ 
(pet) 


Actual 
Number 

of 
Casee^ 




Predicted Group Memberahip^ 




Group 


Teach/ 
Teach 


Teach/ 
Not teach 


Not teach/ 
Teach 


Not teach/ 
Not teach 


Teach/Teach 




249 


1 ^ £ 

2 Jo 
(94.8%) 


1 

(0.4%) 


3 

(1.2%) 


9 

(3.6%) 


Teach/Not teach 


18.5 


74 


63 
(85.1%) 


1 

(1.4%) 


4 

(5.4%) 


6 

(8.1%) 


Not teach/Teach 


6.8 


27 


20 
(74.1%) 


1 

(3.7%) 


4 

(14.8%) 


2 

(7.4%) 


Mot teach/Not teach 


11.7 


47 


25 
(53.2%) 


1 

(2.1%) 


3 

(6.4%) 


18 
(38.3%) 



Overall, 65.24 percent of all cases were correctly classified. 

Based on 384 casas used in analysis; 27 cases were excluded from analysis because data for at least 
one discriminating variable were missing. 

Three hundred ninety-seven (397) cases were used for classification; 14 cases were excluded because data 
for at least one discriminating variable were missing. 
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predictor of onm y«ar Career Path waa satisfaction with the student 
teaching experience* For three of the four groups, the teacher education 
groups correctly classified exceed'id the prior probabilities of correct 
classification* The exception was those in the teach/ not teach group. 

COMPARISON OF RESULTS 

A comparison of the classification results oZ the three analyses 
indicated that accuracy of prediction for the revised model was somewhat 
greater than that of the replication model, but was Ic^ss accurate than that 
of the initial model tested in 1987* Overall, 70«92 percent of the cases 
were correctly classified in the initial testing of the model, compared to 
64.91 percent of the cases in the replication model testing and 65.24 
percent of the cases in the revised model testing. 

Correct group classification in all three analyses was greatest for 
those whose actual employment at one year matched their employment plans at 
graduation and least for those whose actual employment did not match their 
plans. In the initial testing of the model, the percentage of teacher 
education graduates correctly classified exceeded the prior probabilities 
of correct classification in all four groups, while in both the replication 
and revised testing of the model, the percentage of graduates who were 
correctly classified exceeded the prior probabilities for three of the four 
groups. In both cases, the group for which correct classification did not 
exceed prior probabilities was the teach/not teach group. 

Presented in Table 6 are the partial multivariate F values of the 
variables included at the conclusion of the analysis in the initial, repli- 
cation, and revised testing of the One Year Career Path Model. In general, 
the predictive ability of four variables of the initial testing of the 
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Table 6 

Partial Multivarxate F valuta at Concluaxon of Diacriminant hnalyaia of Ona Yaar Caraar Path Oroupa — 
Initial Taating, iXaplication, and Raviaad Modal Testing 



Variables 



Initial 
Model 
Testing 



Replication 
Model 
Testing 



Revised 

Model 
Testing 



Satisfaction with student teaching 

Employment expectations in challenge and 
leadership (Employment expectations in 
leadership and responsibility — 
Initial Testing) 

Employment expectations in power 

GPA (combined admission and graduation) 

Marital status 

HSR 

Self-evaluation as a teacher 
Teaching certification level 
Choose teaching again 

Employment expectations for extrinsic rewards 
(Employment expectations in money, prestige, 
and advancement — Initial Testing) 

Gender 

Perceived adequacy of preparation in planning 
and delivering instruction 



16.42 
4.07 



11.95 



1.07 



16.28 
NS 



4.05 
3.18 
2.83 
2.27 
1.93 
1.24 
1.29 
1.14 

NS ^ 
NS 



6.32 
2.80 

NS 

NS 
4.53 
1.64 

NS 

5.62 
4.18 



4.05 
2.19 

NS 

1.33 
NS 



4.09 



Satisfaction with cooperating teacher 



NS 



2.19 



1.91 



21 



22 



Table 6 (continued) 



Initial Replication Revieed 

Model Model Model 

variables Testing Testing Testing 



Elementary female 2.62 

Secondary female 4.99 ^ 

Perceived adequacy of preparation in preparing 1.84 ^ 
and using instructional media 

Employment expectations for opportunities to use 1.23 ^ 
special abilities mn6 aptitudes 



Not significant. 

Comprehensive factor analysis testing resulted in slightly different combination of variables which were 
used in replication and revised model testing analyses. The variable, Employment expectations in power, 
which consisted of a single item (Initial Testing) was incorporated into the variable, Employment 
expectations for challenge and leadership (Replication and Revised Model Testing). 
Not included in revised model testing analysis. 

Not included as single variable in revised model testing analysis. Gender and teaching certification 

level were combined and recoded as dummy variables. 

New variables included in revised model testing analysis. 
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Caroor Path Hodel was aupportad in tha raplication and raviaad modal 
teatingSi Of the nine variablaa common to all thraa analyaaa, four were 
included in the prediction equation of each. Theae four variables, satis-* 
faction with student teaching, CPA, marital status, and willingness to 
choose teaching again, were from two of the major Career Path Model areas, 
Personal and Background Characteristics and Indicators of Career Satisfac- 
tion. 

Of the nine common variables, six were included in the prediction 
equations of both the replication and revised model testings. In addition 
to the four variables mentioned previously, two Preparation Program Factor 
variables, perceived adequacy of preparation in planning and delivering 
instruction and satisfaction with cooperating teacher, were included in the 
replication and revised model testing equations. 

For all three analyses, satisfaction with teaching as a career on the 
basis of student teaching experiences was the strongest predictor of career 
path group. The prediction equations for all three analyses also included 
variables from all four major Career Path Model areas: Personal and Back- 
ground Characteristics, Preparation Program Factors, Employment Factors, 
and Indicators of Career Satisfaction. 

It appears that the new variables included in the revised model test- 
ing, particularly those created by combining gender and teaching level, 
contributed to the explanatory ability of the model. As shown in Table 6, 
the two variables, elementary female and secondary female, both had rela- 
tively high F values in the revised model testing analysis. It should be 
noted that in the initial and replication model testing, gender and 
teaching level were included as separate variables in the analyses. In the 
initial testing, gender was not included in the prediction equation, while 
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tuaching lnvttl wm included, but at a ralatively low F value. In tha 
replication teatingi both gender and teaching level were included in the 
equation and both had relatively high F valuea. However, it appear a that 
uae of the dummy variable approach in the reviaed model teating allowed for 
more preciae identification of differencea between gender/lev^l groupa. 

Two additional variablea had relatively high F valuea in the reviaed 
luodel teating analyaia. Theae included a Preparaticn Program Factor, 
perceived adequacy of preparation in preparing and uaing inatructional 
media, and an Employment Factor, employment expectationa for opportunitiea 
to uae apecial abilities and aptitudes* 

As indicated by the F values of the variables common to all three 
analyses, five appeared to contribute differentially to the predictive 
power of the model. Two of these variables, self -'evaluation as a teacher 
(a Preparation Program Factor) and employment expectations for extrinsic 
rewards, were included in the prediction equation in the initial teating, 
but not in the equation of either the replication or revised model testing. 
A third variable, employment expectations in challenge and leadership, was 
included in the prediction equation of both the initial and replication 
model testing, but not in the revised model testing. Theru ..'ere two 
variablea that were not significant in the initial teating, but were 
significant in both the replication and the revised model testings; these 
included two Preparation Program Factors, perceived adequacy of preparation 
in planning and delivering instruction and satisfaction with cooperating 
teacher. 
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SUMMARY 

In summary, the results of ths initial, replication, and revised 
model testings generally supported both the usefulness and accuracy of the 
model for predicting One Year Career Path. Moreover, the results of the 
revised model testing indicated that the accuracy of the model is improved 
through the inclusion of additional variables in the analysis. However, it 
appears that more discriminating variables need to be included in the model 
if its explanatory ability is to be significantly improved. 

While it was thought that the addition of performance variables in 
the analysis of the revised model would contribute to the discriminating 
power of the model, this was not the case* None of the performance 
variables was included in the prediction equation at the conclusion of the 
analysis* An examination of the group means (Table 2A in the Appendix) 
indicates that teacher education graduates tend to rate their performance 
in a rather narrow range and at the upper end of the scale* It seems 
likely that self -ratings of performance might become more meaningful after 
entry into teaching when the graduates have had more classroom experience 
and a greater opportunity to reflect on their own teaching behaviors* it 
also seems likely that a better indication of performance during the prepa* 
ration program would be provided by including student teacher performance 
assessment data from supervising and cooperating teachers* 

RESULTS OF THE FIVE YEAR CAREER PATH ANALYSIS 

The Five Year Career Path saunple, which consisted of 369 teacher 
education graduates, was used to examine the characteristics of the four 
career path groups* To predict Five Year Career Path, 21 variables were 
included in the discriminant analysis procedure* The results of the model 
testing revealed that the model was generally supported* Twelve of the 21 
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variables contributed significantly to the prediction of Five Year Career 
Path (Table 7). The variables, presented in the order in which they 
entered the analysis were: (1) employment plans (Time 1), (2) employment 
dissonance in extrinsic rewards^, (3) satisfaction with student teaching 
(Time 1), (4) employment dissonance in opportunities to use special abili- 
ties and aptitudes, (5) willingness to choose teaching again (Time 2), (6) 
self-evaluation as a teacher (Time 1), (7) perceived adequacy of prepara- 
tion in planning and delivering instruction (Time 2), (8) employment disso 
nance in challenge and leadership, (9) rating of program quality (Time 2), 

(10) perceived adequacy of preparation in classroom management (Time 2), 

(11) being a female who was certified to teach at the secondary level, and 

(12) job satisfaction (Time 2). The nine variables that did not signifi- 
cantly contribute to the prediction were: (1) being a female who was 
certified to teach at the elementary level, (2) being a male who was certi 
fied to teach at the secondary level, (3) grade point average at gradua- 
tion, (4) satisfaction with cooperating teacher (Time 1), perceived ade- 
quacy of preparation in (5) interpersonal relationships (Time 2) and (6) 
testing and evaluating students (Time 2), (7) rating of program quality 
(Time 1), (8) employment dissonance in opportunities to help and serve 
others, and (9) income (Time 2). 

An examination of the group centroids (Table 8), the item-to-item 
function correlations (Table A3 in the Appendix), and the group means and 
standard deviations for the independent variables (Table A4 in the 
Appendix) provided information on group differences. The first function 



Employment dissonance is defined as the difference between expectations 
in a job (as measured at graduation) and to what extent the job met 
those expectations (as measured one year following graduation) « 
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Table 7 

DiMcriminant AnalyaiB of Flvm raar Caremr Path aroupa^^Suittmary Tablm of Variable Remaining at Concluaion of 
Analyaia 

Standardized diacriminant 

Step Wilks' function coefficients 

entered lambda at — — • — " 

Variables into conclusion Signif- Function Function Function 

(measurement time) analysis of analysis icance 12 3 

Employment plans (Time 1) 1 0,82 .00 0.58 0,03 -0.04 

Employment dissonance in 2 0,78 .00 -0,32 -0.62 0.19 

extrinsic rewards 

Satisfaction with student 3 0.75 .00 -0,31 -0.21 0.20 

teaching (Time 1) 

Employment dissonance in 4 0.72 .00 0.32 0.39 0.S4 

opportunities to use special 
abilities and aptitudes 

Choose teaching again {Time 2) 5 0.71 .00 -0.30 -0.35 -0.17 

Self-evaluation as a teacher {Time 1) 6 0.69 .00 0.28 0.41 -0.19 

Perceived adequacy of prepara- 7 0.68 .00 -0.23 -0.45 0.03 

tion in planning and delivering 
instruction {Time 2) 

Employment dissonance in 8 0.67 .00 0.10 -0.29 0.59 

challenge and leadership 

Rating of program quality (Time 2) 9 0.66 .00 -0.04 0.38 -0.67 
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Tabla 7 (continued) 



Variablaa 

(meaaurament time) 



Step 
entered 

into 
analyaia 



Wilka' 
lambda at 
concluaion 
of analyaia 



Signif- 
icance 



Standardised discriminant 
function coefficients 



Function 
1 



Function 
2 



Function 
3 



Perceived adequacy of prepara- 
tion in classroom management 
(Time 2) 

Secondary female 

Job satisfaction (Time 2) 



10 



11 



12 



0.65 



0.64 



0.63 



.00 



.00 



.00 



0.08 



0.07 



0.11 



0.03 



0.27 



-0.40 



0.58 



0.34 



0.12 
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Tabl* 8 

DiMeriminMt Kntilyaia of Fiv y«ar Car««r Path Groups— Caiionicai 
DiMGrimitiMt FunctionM fiv«iu«t«(f at Group 



Group CantroidB 



Group 


Function 
1 


Function 
2 


Function 
3 


Hmvmr taught 


1.21 


-0.22 


0.02 


Entarad and laft 


0.16 


0.S3 


-0.19 


Entarad and atayad 


-0.44 


-0.16 


-0.07 


Taught intarmittantly 


-0.21 


0.22 


0.63 



primarily dif farentiated batwaan thoaa who navar taught during tha fiva 
yaara ainca graduation and thoaa who antarad taaching and atayad or who 
taught intarmittantly. Thoaa who antarad taaching and atayad or thoaa who 
taught intermittently through thfii fifth year following graduation tended to 
ba femalea who were certified to teach elementary aubjectai and thoaa who 
reported that they felt leaa well prepared to evaluate student work than 
did thoaa who never taught. They also were more likely to report that they 
would be good teachera^ were mora aatiafiad with teaching as a career baaed 
on their atudent teaching experienced, and had planned to teach at the time 
of their graduation. 

The second function diacriminated between those graduates with a 
history of consistency in their career patha (either entered teaching and 
atayad or never taught) or inconaiatancy (entered taaching but left or 
taught intermittently). The graduates with the inconaistent employment 
histories tended to be females who were certified at ^he secondary level, 
felt leaa adequately prepared to plan and deliver instruction , reported 
that their expectationa for financial rewards were not being mat, expreased 
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a lowttr Ittvfil of ■atisfaction with thair firat job, and ware laaa likely to 
chooae teaching as a career again. 

Within the third function, those who taught intermittently differed 
from those who entered and left in that those who taught intermittently 
reported a higher level of dissonance between job expectations and the 
extent to which they were met and a lower level of income. They felt more 
adequately prepared to manage a classroomi but gave lower comparative 
ratings to the quality of the teacher education program. 

Based on partial multivariate F values calculated for each of the 21 
variables at the conclusion of the analysis (Table 3A in the Appendix), 
three variables appear to provide an explanation of the predictive power of 
the model. There were significant differences among the groups with 
respect to employment plans at graduation, with those who had never taught 
and those who entered teaching and left being more likely to not plan to 
teach, while those who entered and stayed and those who taught intermit- 
tently planned to toaoh following graduation. Those who taught intermit- 
tently and thofeie who entered teaching and left expressed a higher level of 
dissonance related to financial rewards. Finally, those who had never 
taught reported the least satisfaction with teaching as a career baaed on 
their student teaching experiences. 

Overall, discriminant analysis correctly identified 59.68 percent of 
the Five Year Career Path groups (Table 9). The prior probabilities of 
correct classification ranged from 10. G percent to 52.1 percent. For three 
of the four groups, the percentage of teachers correctly classified 
exceeded the prior probabilities of correct classification. The functions 
were most accurate in identifying those who had never taught (57.6%) and 
those who entered teaching and stayed (87.4%). 
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Table 9 

DiMcriminmnt AnmlyaiM of Fivm Year Cavr Path Groups — Results of Clasaifiastion Analysis 



Group 

Never taught 
Entered and left 
Entered and stayed 
Taught intermittently 
Ungrouped cases 



Prior 
Probability* 
(pet) 



Actual 
Number 

of 
Cases 



Predicted Group Membership* 



Never 

Taught 



Entered 
and Left 



Entered 
and Stayed 



Taught 
Intermittently 



18.5 



16.8 



52.1 



10.6 



59 



58 



159 



34 



34 
(57.6%) 

12 
(20.7%) 

12 
(7.5%) 

3 

(8.8%) 
0 

(0.0%) 



4 

(6.8%) 

11 
(19.1%) 

5 

(3.1%) 

0 

(0.0%) 
0 

(0.0%) 



20 
(33.9%) 

34 
(58.6%) 

139 
(87.4%) 

30 
(88.2%) 



(100.0%) 



1 

(1.7%) 
1 

(1.7%) 

3 

(1.9%) 
1 

(2.9%) 
0 

(0.0%) 



a 
b 



Overall, 59.68 percent of all rases were correctly classified. 

Based on 303 cases used in analysis; 66 cases were excluded from analysis because group data were 
missing (1) or data for at lea.^u one discriminating variable were missing (65). 

Three hundred eleven (311) cases were used for classification; 58 cases were excluded because data for 
at least one discriminating variable were missing. 
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SUMMARY 

Thm results of tha analysis , which included variables from the four 
major career Path Model areas of Personal and Background Characteristics! 
Preparation Program Factors i Employment Factors i and Indicators of Career 
Satiofactioni suggest that Indicators of Career Satisfaction and Employment 
Factors most strongly influenced the five year career paths of ISU teacher 
education graduates* Employment plans at graduation was the strongest 
predictor of Five Year Career Path; those who planned to teach at gradua- 
tion were mora likely to report that they were teaching five years later* 

These results have key implications for teacher preparation and 
placement of program graduates. First, it is likely that improving the 
student teaching experience may enhance teacher retention* Additional 
research appears to be needed to determine which factors within the student 
teaching experience contribute to the decisions of teacher education 
students to not enter the teaching profession or to leave teaching within 
the first five years* Second, ab^sistance with placement of new teachers is 
necessary to help them more closely match their career expectations with 
the right career. University-based programs for beginning teachers may 
also provide support and encouragement during those crucial years. 
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APPENDIX 



Tabla lA DiBcriminant Analysis of Ons Ysar Carter Path Groups — 
Partial Multivariate F Valuta and Pooled Within Groups 
Correlations Between Discriminating Variables and 

Canonical Discriminant Functions 



Table 2A Discriminant Analysis of One Year Career Path Groups — 
Group Means and Standard Deviations of Independent 
Variables 



Table 3A Discriminant Analysis of Five Year Career Path Groups — 
Partial Multivariate F Values and Pooled Within Groups 
Correlations Between Discriminating Variables and 
Canonical Discriminant Functions 



Table 4A Discriminant Aaalyois of Five Year Career Path Groups — 
Group Means and Standard Deviations of Independent 
Variables 
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Table lA 

DiBcriminant Analysis of One Year Career Path Groups — Partial Multivariate F Values and Pooled Within Groups 
Correlations Between Discriminating Variables and Canonical Discriminant Functions 



Partial 

multivariate Item-to-function 
F value correlation (pooled) 

Source of variation at conclusion 

(measurement time) of analysis Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 



PERSONAL AND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 
Elementary female 
Secondary female 
Secondary male 

GPA (combined admission and graduation) 
Marital status 



2.62 
4.99 
0.27 
4.05 
2.19 



0.46* 
-0.26 
-0.24 

0.07 
-0.01 



■0.03 
0.49* 
■0.43* 
■0.49* 
0.06 



-0.04 
0.29 

•0.20 
0.33 

■0.21* 



PREPARATION PROGRAM FACTORS 

Satisfaction with cooperating teacher 
Self-evaluation as a teacher 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

planning and delivering instruction 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

interpersonal relationships 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

classroom management 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

preparing and using instructional media 
Learning environment performance 
Teaching behavior performance 
Rating of program quality 



1.91 
0.74 
4.09 

0.17 

0.12 

1.84 

0.98 
0.02 
0.46 



0.02 

0.28* 

0.04 

-0.02 

-0.04 

-0.08 

0.29* 
0.21* 
0.10 



-0.23* 
■0.04 
0.06 

0.10 

0.06 

-0.34 

0.01 
0.00 
0.03 



0.08 
0.03 
0.63* 

0.44* 

0.14* 

0.39* 

0.07 
0. 12 
0.41* 



EMPLOYMENT FACTORS 

Employment expectations for 

extrinsic rewards 
Employment expectations for 

challenge and leadership 



0.60 
0.53 



-0.03 
0.19* 



0.12* 
0.09 



-0.12 
■0.04 
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Table lA (continued) 



Partial 

multivariate Ztem-to~function 
F value correlation (pooled) 

Source of variation at conclusion 

(measurement time) of analysis Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 



Employment expectations for opportunities 
to use special abilities and aptitudes 

Employment expectations, for opportunities 
to help and serve others 



1.23 
0.22 



0.22 
0.35* 



0.14 
0.01 



-0.23* 
-0.00 



INDICATORS OF CAREER SATISFACTION 
Choose teaching again 
Satisfaction with student teaching 



1.33 
16.28 



■0.48* 
0.84* 



0.23 
-0.01 



0.03 
0.24 



> 
I 
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Table 2A 

DiacrimiMiit Analysis of One Year Career Path Oroupa~-Oroup Means and Standard Deviations of Independent 
Variables 



Source of variation 
(measurement time) 


Teach/Teach 


Mean 


ach/ 
i-.each 


Not teach/ 
Teach 


Not teach/ 
Not teach 


MoA n 


S-D. 


S.D. 


MAJin 


S.D. 




S.D. 


PERSONAL AND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 


















Elementary female 


0. 60 


0. 49 


0.54 


0.50 


0.42 


0,50 


0. 24 


0.43 


Secondary female 


0. 18 


0. 39 


0.27 


0.45 


0. 50 


0.51 


0.31 


0.47 


Secondary male 


0. 19 


0. 39 


0.18 


0.39 


0.08 


0,27 


0. 38 


0. 49 


GPA (combined admission and graduation) 


3. 10 


0.44 


2.93 


0.40 


2.92 


0.41 


3. 07 


0.48 


Marital status 


1. 24 


0.43 


1.28 


0.45 


1.23 


0.43 


1.24 


0. 43 


PREPARATION PROGRAM FACTORS 


















Satisfaction with cooperating teacher 


4. 49 


0. 74 


4.37 


1.11 


4.31 


1.05 


4.49 


0.94 


Self-evaluation as a teacher 


4.53 


0.58 


4.41 


0.60 


4.54 


0.58 


4.27 


0.89 


Perceived adequacy of preparation in 


3.72 


0.55 


3.59 


0.63 


3.87 


0.52 


3.66 


0.70 


planning and delivering instruction 


















Perceived adequacy of preparation in 


3.38 


0.71 


3.26 


0.72 


3.59 


0.56 


3.39 


0.79 


interpersonal relationships 


















Perceived adequacy of preparation in 


2.85 


1. 17 


2.75 


1.05 


3 .00 


1.06 


2.87 


0.92 


classroom management 


















Perceived adequacy of preparation in 


3.85 


0.90 


3.59 


1.01 


3.73 


0.78 


4.00 


0.80 


preparing and using instructional 


















media 


















Learning environment performance 


8.45 


0.92 


8.29 


0.96 


8.56 


1.10 


7.92 


1.38 


Teaching behavior performance 


8.36 


0.94 


8.28 


1.00 


8.25 


1.11 


8.00 


1.26 


Rating of program quality 


7.10 


1.58 


6.83 


1.87 


7.27 


1.43 


6.49 


2.00 


EMPLOYMENT FACTORS 


















Employment expectations for 


3.79 


0.56 


3.87 


0.51 


3.88 


0.72 


3.94 


0.56 


extrinsic rewards 


















Employment expectations for 


4.17 


0.43 


4.18 


0.52 


4.06 


0.55 


4.07 


0.51 



challenge and leadership 
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Table 2 A (continued) 



Source of variation 
(measurement time) 


Teach/Teach 


Taach/ 
Not teach 


Not teach/ 
Teach 


Not teach/ 
Not teach 


Mean 


S.D. 


Msan 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Employment expectations for 


4.36 


0.41 


4.39 


0.42 


4.32 


0.30 


4.21 


0.48 


opportunities to use special 


















abilities and aptitudes 


















Employment expectations for oppor-* 


4.45 


0.46 


4.45 


0.47 


4.33 


0.64 


4.16 


0.62 


tunltles to help and serve others 


















INDICATORS OF CAREER SATISFACTION 


















Choose teaching again 


1.22 


0.50 


1.35 


0.61 


1.54 


0.65 


1.62 


0.72 


Satisfaction with student teaching 


4.53 


0.63 


4.28 


0.80 


4.15 


0.88 


3.51 


1.14 



> 
I 
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Table 3A 

Diacriminant Analyaia of Fivm Year Carear Path Qroupa—Partial Multivariate F Valuaa and Pooled Within Oroupa 
Correlationa Between Diacriml mating Variablea and Canonical Diacriminant functions 



source of variation 
(meaBurement time) 



Partial 
multivariate 

F value 
at concluBion 
of analysis 



Item-to-function 
correlation (pooled) 



Function 1 



Function 2 



Function 3 



PERSONAL AND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 
Elementary female 
Secondary female 
Secondary male 

Graduating grade point average 



0.37 
1.15 
0.14 
0.49 



-0.39* 
0.20 
0.26* 

■0.09* 



■0.30 
0.33* 

■0.03 
0.06 



■0.10 
0.27 
■0.15 
■0.07 



> 
I 

U1 



PREPARATION PROGRAM FACTORS 

Satisfaction with cooperating teacher (Time 1) 
Self -evaluation as a teacher (Time 1) 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

planning and delivering instruction (Tinie 2) 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

interpersonal relationships (Time 2) 
Perceived adequacy of preparation in 

testing and evaluating students (Time 2) 
Perceived adec[uacy of preparation in 

classroom management (Time 2) 
Rating of program quality (Time 1) 
Rating of program quality (Time 2) 



0.32 
2.92 
1.66 

0.89 

0.86 

1.35 

0.01 
1.97 



-0.10 
-0.39* 
0.13 

0.08 

0.20* 

0.05 

■0.08 
0.02 



-0.11* 
0.13 
-0.24* 

-0.13* 

-0.09 

-0.11 

-0.07 
0.00 



-0.01 
-0.13 
-0.08 

0.11 

0.06 

0.36* 

-0.20* 
■0.37* 



EMPLOYMENT FACTORS 

Employment dissonance in 

extrinsic rewards 
Employment dissonance in 

challenge and leadership 



4.46 
1.60 



•0.04 
0.19 



0.71* 
0.14 



0.29 
0.61* 
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